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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
That speaking differs from writing is a concept to which various 
scholars have adhered over the past few centuries. Although these 
scholars recognized a difference, there was some hesitancy on their 
part to separate the two in terms of teaching students what differences 
actually existed. This attitude existed primarily because of a lack of 
empirical evidence demonstrating the magnitude of the differences. How­
ever, with the development of linguistics, psycholinguistics, communication 
theory and general semantics research areas, the differences have begun 
to be identified and described more clearly.
Particularly in the last ten years, researchers have been conducting 
empirical studies attempting to evaluate differences between the manner 
in which people write and speak. Yet the research still has not clarified 
the differences that may exist between writing style and speaking style 
in many significant areas.
The purpose of this study was to identify seme differences that 
existed between the writing and speaking style of a group of college 
students enrolled in a beginning public speaking course at the University 
of Montana.
Review of Research
Various investigators have demonstrated that writing style differs
from speaking style. Their research pointed out that oral style was more
1 2 readable and had more syllables; had greater repetition and less diversity;
was less abstract;^ was usually less qualified;^ contained more self refer­
ence words, pseudo-quantifying words, allness terms, and consciousness of 
projection t e r m s h a d  more verbs and adverbs;^ was more productive and 
prolific; had greater repetition of words, phrases and sentences per unit
7of time ; and was looser, less inhibited, and more precise.
On the other hand, the research suggested that written style had
0more transitive and passive verbs; had more different and difficult
James W, Gibson, Charles R, Gruner, Robert J. Kibler, and Francis 
J. Kelly, "A Quantitative Examination of Differences and Similarities in 
Written and Spoken Messages,” Speech Monographs. (November, 1966), 444-51.
2Charles R. Gruner, Robert J. Kibler, and Francis J. Kelly, "A 
Quantitative Analysis of Selected Characteristics of Oral and Written 
Vocabularies,” Journal of Communication (December, 1967), 152-58.
^Joseph DeVito, "Levels of Abstraction in Spoken and Written 
Language," Journal of Communication (June, 1967), 354-61,
^George Miller, Langage and Communication (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1963), 128.
^DeVito, "Psychogrammatical Factors in Oral and Written Discourse 
by Skilled Communicators," Speech Monographs (March, 1966), 73-76.
^DeVito, "A Linguistic Analysis of Spoken and Written Language," 
Central State Speech Journal (May, 1967), 81-85.
nMilton Horowitz and John D. Newman, "Spoken and Written Expression: 
An Experimental Analysis," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 
(June, 1964), 640-47.
QJane Blankenship, "A Linguistic Analysis of Oral and Written Style," 
Quarterly Journal of Speech (December, 1962), 419-22.
gwords, simple sentences and greater idea density; produced more word
diversification;^^ was more difficult in comprehension; had greater idea
11 12 density; had more quantifying terms ; and had more nouns and adjec-
13txves.
The research conducted has been valuable in establishing procedures
and giving some indication of the differences that have existed; however,
as Gibson, et al., pointed out:
. . . the findings in the empirical research relative to similar­
ities and differences in written a^^ spoken messages have been 
contradictory and unclear at best.
Researchers have also used a variety of subjects (e.g. college stu­
dents, well-known public figures, university professors) and various 
procedures, depending upon what they attempted to demonstrate and 
measure.
Gibson, et al., used beginning speech students as subjects. In 
attempting to measure the differences between oral and written style, 
they used the Flesch Reading-Ease Formula, the Flesch Human Interest 
Scores, type-token ratio, average number of syllables per sentence, and 
sentence length.
9DeVito, "The Encoding of Speech and Writing," The Speech Teacher 
(January, 1966), 55-60.
^^Elbert Moses, "A Study of Word Diversification," Speech Monographs 
(November, 1959), 308-12.
^^DeVito, "Comprehension Factors in Oral and Written Discourse of 
Skilled Communicators," Speech Monographs (June, 1965), 124-28,
^^DeVito, "Psychogrammatical Factors," 75.
^^DeVito, "A Linguistic Analysis," 55-60.
^^Gibson, et al., 445-46.
^^Ibid.
Blankenship^^ used four professional speakers and writers, and
measured the differences in their messages in terms of form classes and 
17function words.
DeVito used speech professors as subjects, and employed a variety
of measures in attempting to discover differences between the subject’s
18oral and written responses. The elements analyzed were form classes,
19psychogrammatical features, verb-adjective ratio, noun and verb/ adjec­
tive and adverb ratio, average sentence length, and sentence structure. 
Moses used sixty-six subjects in demonstrating how variables such
as sex, emotional tone, and time limit influenced style in oral and
20written messages.
It is evident that different procedures and methods have been used 
in measuring written and oral style and that the results of these findings 
have been contradictory and unclear.
These points are echoed in almost every research report written.
With the many different situations available for study, it is evident
^^Blankenship, 419.
17Form classes are words that have vocabulary meanings even when 
they stand alone. They usually have synonyms. Function words have no 
vocabulary meanings when they stand alone, They are used to give gram­
matical meaning in sentences.
18All of DeVito’s research articles are listed in the bibliography.
19Psychogrammatical features would be self reference words, numbers, 
pseudo-quantifying terms (e.g., much, many a lot, very much), allness 
terms (e.g., none, all, every, always, never), consciousness of projec­
tion terms (e.g., apparently, to me, seems, appears), and words which 
limit or qualify statements (e.g., if, however, but, except).
20Moses, 308-12.
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why differences in oral and written style have been found, and why 
researchers feel there is a need for further study in this area.
Statement of Problem 
One particular concept that would clarify some of the problems 
is the study of utterance units, and the way they are constructed in 
speaking and writing. Some research has been conducted in the last 
ten years on utterances, and through the efforts of linguists such 
as G l e a s o n , F r i e s , C h o m s k y , O h m a n , ^ ^  Hill,^^ and Roberts, 
research has progressed to the point where utterances may be system­
atically analyzed.
27 28The data gathered by DeVito, and Blankenship, pointed out
that the average length of utterances do not differ, whereas the evi-
29dence offered by Gibson, et al., demonstrates that the average
21H.A. Gleason, Linguistics and English Grammar (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc , 1965), Chapter 5. ~
22Charles Fries, The Structure of English (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and Company, 195231 Fries discusses sentences (utterances) 
throughout the book.
21Noam Chomsky, "Language and the Mind, " Psychology Today (February, 
1968), 48-51, 66-68, Chomsky has written other articles and books which 
discuss utterances,
^^Richard Ohman, "Generative Grammar and the Concept of Literary 
Style," Word (December, 1964), 423-39.
9 cArchibald Hill, Linguistic Structures (New York; Harcourt,
Brace and Company, 1958). Hill devotes most of his book to sentences.
Paul Roberts, Patterns of English (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and World, 1956); also, English Sentences (New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and World, 1962). Roberts discusses sentences in both books.
^^DeVito, "Comprehension Factors," 124-128.
^^Blankenship, 419-22.
29Gibson, et al., 444-51.
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utterance length was significantly shorter for spoken style (p^C.05). 
This position received some support from data reported by Radcliffe 
and D e M o u x , t h a t  indicated under certain circumstances spoken style 
has a significantly (p .05) shorter average utterance length than 
written style.
The evidence offered by the above researchers concerning the
structure of an utterance has been contradictory and unclear. At this
time research has not clearly described form classes^^ and function 
32words, and has revealed little variation in them between spoken and
written style. This point was made clear by DeVito:
While there has been some experimental research on sentence 
(utterance) construction and the way in which the context of the 
speaking event influenced the type of sentence used, there seems 
to be no evidence concerning the ways in which sentegges are 
constructed in oral as opposed to written discourse,
A key aspect of style appears to be the construction of utterance 
units. The question for this study, then, was: What are the three
elements in the structure of oral and written utterance units that 
result in stylistic differences of selected subjects? It was felt that 
the three elements were form classes, function words, and average utter­
ance length. Using college students as subjects, this study attempted 
to describe how the three elements differed in the subject's intended 
persuasive and informative oral and written style.
Terrence R. Radcliffe and James B. DeMoux, "A Quantitative 
Analysis of Informative Written and Oral Communication," unpublished 
seminar paper at the University of Montana (March 4, 1968), 11-12.
^^Form classes are words that have vocabulary meaning even when 
they stand alone.
32Function words have no vocabulary meanings when they stand alone, 
They are used to give grammatical meaning to a sentence.
^^DeVito, "Encoding of Speech and Writing," 60,
7
Significance
This study may be significant in that it will provide some normative 
data essential in stylistic analysis. Normative is a key word, for "with­
out knowing the norms, deviations from norms are impossible to recognize,
34and it is these deviations . . . which are the essence of style,"
Osgood made a similar point when he stated that:
The student of style is usually interested in deviations from 
norms rather than in the norms themselves, although the norms 
have to be dete^çined before deviations from them can be noted 
or interpreted.
36 37DeVito and Blankenship attempted to establish norms for oral
38and written style for skilled communicators. Gibson, et al., attemp­
ted to establish norms for a group of beginning college speech students. 
These norms were established by randomly selecting and manipulating 
large numbers of words produced by subjects.
The study reported here was designed to create norms for a par­
ticular group of subjects in a particular situation. Other students of 
style, studying similar situations, may be able to determine what con­
stitutes a deviation from a norm.
Charles E. Osgood, "Some Effects of Motivation on Style of 
Encoding," in Style in Language ed by Thomas Sebeok (New York: John
Wiley and Sons, I960), 293,
^^Ibid.
^^DeVito, all articles.
^^Blankenship, 419-22.
^^Gibson, et al., 444-51.
CHAPTER II 
RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Research Questions and Definitions 
Research Questions
This study was conducted to investigate the following questions:
(1) Will speeches prepared with the intention of persuading differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of persuading?
(2) Will speeches prepared with the intention of informing differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of inf orroing?
(3) Will speeches prepared with the intention of informing differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of persuading?
(4) Will speeches prepared with the intention of persuading differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of informing?
Two corollary research questions were investigated to determine 
if the differences in style found in the above listed questions were 
the result of preparing for informative and persuasive speaking and 
writing. These questions were:
(5) Will speeches prepared with the intention of persuading differ 
significantly in style from speeches prepared with the intention 
of informing?
(6) Will essays prepared with the intention of persuading differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of informing?
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E^ach question was measured by form classes, function words, and 
average utterance length. Statistical significance was determined for 
each of these in each question by the use of t tests. The level of sig­
nificance for each was .05.
Definitions
The following definitions were used for this study:
I, Style .— Style referred to the selection and arrangement of those 
linguistic features in oral and written persuasive and infor- 
native communication which were open to choice by the subject.
A. Utterance Unit.— Utterance units were considered any segment 
of persuasive or informative speaking or writing that had 
internal, but not external, grammatical relation. It was 
a unit of thought that was grammatically independent of any 
other utterance unit. For example, the words "The boy went 
to the house, and he fell on the porch steps" would contain 
two utterance units, i.e., "The boy went to the house," and 
"he fell on the porch steps." Each of these utterances has 
internal grammatical relation as each can stand by itself 
without support from another utterance. Also each was a 
unit of thought. If the utterance were revised to "The boy 
went to the house and fell on the porch steps," then the 
entire group of words would be considered an utterance unit.
The words "and fell on the porch steps" depends on "The boy 
went to the house" for external grammatical relation. The 
words "and fell on the porch steps" cannot stand by themselves, 
i.e., do not have an internal grammatical relation. In most 
instances, the written utterance units started with a capital 
letter and ended with a period, question mark, exclamation 
point, comma, semicolon, or colon, but did not have to. The 
speeches were first transcribed by a secretary. Utterance 
units were then determined in each speech by comparing the 
transcription to the taped speech. Occasionally it was nec­
essary to mark intonation contours, pitch, and stress^gn the 
transcription to determine the spoken utterance unit.
39Sources instrumental in helping formulate this definition were 
Hill, p. 406, and DeVito, "Style and Stylistics: An Attempt at Definition,"
Quarterly Journal of Speech (October, 1967), 248-55,
^^Sources instrumental in helping formulate this definition were 
Fries, p. 23; Blankenship, p. 420; Roberts, English Sentences and Patterns 
of English; Rudolph Flesch, How to Test Readability (New York, 1951), p. 3 ; 
and Gleason, Chapters 5 and 8.
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B. Form Classes.— Form classes corresponded to the labels noun, 
verb, adjective, and adverb. For purposes of analyzing, 
identification was by the following symbols : 1 represented
a noun, 2 a verb, 3 an adjective, and 4 an adverb. The 
form classes were determined primarily by patterning. Oc­
casionally inflectional endings and signal words were used 
to help clarify a form class.
C . Function Words .— Function words and their corresponding 
symbols were: A-determiners, B-auxiliaries, C-negative 
words, D-intensifiers. E-connectives, F-prepositions, 
G-introductory words, H-infinitives. The function words 
were indentified as:
A-determiners: Determiners patterned with nouns. They
signalled or clarified a noun. Examples were: a, an, my,
our, your, their, her, his, its, this, that, these, those, 
every, each, any, both, some, many, much, few, several, all, 
most, more, either, neither, one, two, three, etc.
B-auxiliaries: Auxiliaries normally helped, supported, or
signaled a verb. Examples were: can, do, does, did, shall,
will, may, could, would, will, must, ought to, has to, etc,
C-negative words: Negative words was a category designed
to take into consideration words like: not, no, etc,
D-intensifie rs: Intensifiers usually patterned with adverbs
and adjectives. They normally qualified adverbs and adjec­
tives or expressed different degrees or shades of meaning. 
Examples were: very, rather, pretty, somewhat, awfully,
really, quite, more, most, etc.
E-connectives: Connectives were words that connected other
words and/or utterances together. Examples were: and, or,
but, etc. These were also used as introductory adverbs to 
an utterance unit, e.g., why, which, etc,
F-prepositions: Prepositions normally patterned with or
modified nouns. Examples were: of, in, to, at, by, for,
from, in, of, on, too, about, between, into, up, etc.
C-introductory words: Introductory words usually began
utterance units. Examples were: but, and, if, and if, and
then, and yet, etc.
H-infinitives: Infinitives were a form of a verb. Examples 
were: to go, to run, to do, to be, etc. It was the word
"to" followed by a verb form.
11
If there was any doubt about the identification of one of these
41 42 43function words, either Fries, Stageberg, Roberts, or Brown and
44White were consulted.
D . Speech Prepared with the Intention of Informing.— The prepar­
ation and information for this ^geech were found in Chapter 
Nine of the student's textbook.
E, Speech Prepared with the Intention of Persuading.— The pre­
paration and information of th^g speech were found in Chapter 
Ten of the student's textbook.
F. Essay Prepared with the Intention of Informing.— Students 
were given written instructions on how to prepare for the 
essay intended to inform (Appendix A).
G, Essay Prepared with the Intention of Persuading .— Student s 
were given written instructions on how to prepare for the 
essay intended to inform (Appendix B) ,
Subjects
Permission was obtained to use members of a beginning public 
speaking class at the University of Montana as subjects. There were 
eighteen students in the class. Choosing an entire class made it 
possible to gather written and oral data and conduct all the necessary 
research activities in a common environment. The class met every Tuesday 
and Thursday from 2:00 to 3:30 p.m. Most classes were attended by the 
investigator. His presence was explained to the class as that of a teaching
41Fries, Chapters 5-10.
^^Stageberg, Chapters 9-12,
^^Roberts, all of both books
44Marshall Brown and Elmer White, A Grammar for English Sentences 
(Columbus : Charles E, Merrill Books, Inc., 1967), pp. 1-91.
45Alan H. Monroe and Douglas Ehninger, Principles of Speech 
(Chicago: Scott, Foresman, and Company, 1962), 178-95,
4̂ Ibid., 196-225.
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assistant. The instructor, however, presented all information to the 
students.
Procedures
As part of their instruction in class, the students followed the 
directions in their textbook on how to prepare for speeches intended to 
inform and persuade. In addition, written instructions were given to 
the students on how to prepare for the essays intended to inform and 
persuade. The students were informed by their instructor that the 
speeches should be approximately five to seven minutes in length, and 
the essays should be approximately three double-spaced typewritten pages
As their first assignment, students were required to choose a 
broad topic area, and from this choose two sub-topic areas. One of 
these sub-topic areas was the topic for their informative written and 
oral responses, and the other for their persuasive written and oral 
responses. Once the students had chosen their broad topics and their 
sub-topics, they were required to use them.
The second, third, fourth and fifth assignments in class were the 
speech intended to inform, the essay intended to inform, the speech in­
tended to persuade, and the essay intended to persuade.
In setting up procedures for the presentation of the speeches and 
essays, there were two problems. One problem was that one subject may 
have had more time to prepare for his speech and essay than another.
This would give one student an unfair advantage in that he would have 
more time to select and arrange the linguistic features of his speech 
and writing. The selection and arrangement of linguistic features was 
style, and this would give one subject a better style than another.
13
The other problem could have been the influence the essays and 
speeches may have had on each other because of their order of presenta­
tion, For example, if all members of the class presented both types of 
speeches first and handed in the essays after, the speeches could possibly 
have had a tendency to influence the essays in terms of style.
The writing and speaking schedule was adjusted to help control the 
possibility of one student having more time to prepare his essay and 
speech and also to help equalize the possibility of influence in speeches 
and essays (Appendix C),
The speeches were recorded on a Wollensak Magnetic Tape Recorder 
at 3 3/4 IPS. After the speeches were recorded and the essays were 
handed in, a secretary with a B.A. degree in typing and three years 
experience in transcribing was hired to transcribe the speeches.
Analysis of Data 
These transcribed speeches and the essays were placed into four 
stacks or categories corresponding to the following titles: Essay
Intended to Inform, Speech Intended to Inform, Essay Intended to 
Persuade, and Speech Intended to Persuade, All other procedures were 
then performed keeping the essays and speeches separated as above,
A form was developed on which the data were recorded, totaled, 
and analyzed (Appendix D ) , The form consisted of thirty numbers 
running horizontally across the top. In a vertical column under each 
number were eighteen squares. The first five squares running vertically 
were numbered from one to five followed by an unnumbered square. There 
were five middle squares vertically also numbered one to five followed by 
an unnumbered square and a final section which was similar to the first 
two.
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In making the analysis, each transcribed speech and each essay was 
separated into utterance units with a red slash mark indicating the division. 
Utterance units were determined by the definition previously given on 
page nine of this study. Both oral and written utterances were double 
checked to insure accuracy. The double check for the oral utterance 
unit was accomplished by comparing the transcription of the speeches to 
the recorded speeches and marking intonation, pitch and stress where 
necessary. The utterance units were numbered consecutively starting 
with one, and the total number of utterance units in each transcribed 
speech and each essay was divided by three to obtain equal sections in 
each one. These three equal sections were labeled beginning, middle, 
and end. The division slash marks were indicated by a heavy black pen. 
Utterance units in all sections were numbered consecutively starting 
with 00.
Five utterance units were then randomly sampled from the beginning,
47middle, and end parts of the speeches and essays. It was felt this 
would afford a more representative sample of the subject's overall per­
formance. The fifteen randomly selected utterance units were underlined 
with a purple marking pen. The horizontal numbers on the form corresponded 
to the position of a word in an utterance unit. The first five vertical 
numbers represented the five utterance units randomly selected from the 
beginning part of each transcribed speech or each essay. The second 
five represented the middle part, and the last five vertical numbers 
represented the five utterances randomly selected from the end part.
This gave a total of fifteen utterances from each transcribed speech 
and each essay and an overall total of 1,080 utterance units to be
47A table of random numbers was used for this selection,
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analyzed. As the utterance units were randomly selected by a table of 
random numbers, this indicated that every utterance unit in each speech 
and essay had an equal and constant chance of being selected.
Words in the utterance units were classified as form classes or 
function words and recorded directly on the form (Appendix E). The 
accuracy of determining what constituted a form class or function word 
was double checked by the investigator. Outside observers were also 
used to analyze random selected portions of the speeches and essays. 
Observers were five graduate students enrolled in speech communication 
courses. Each observer was given ten randomly sampled written utterance 
units and ten randomly sampled spoken utterance units to analyze. Their 
analyses were the same as the investigator's. Rather than expend unnec­
essary energy recording the entire form class or function word, only the 
symbol for it was recorded (see pp. 8-10). One form was used for each 
separate transcribed speech and each essay for each subject, i.e., one 
form for the speech intended to inform, one form for the essay intended 
to inform, one form for the speech intended to persuade, and one form 
for the essay intended to persuade.
Frequency counts for form classes and function words were made 
for each separate transcribed speech and each essay. For example, the 
analysis of one transcribed speech appeared as :
Student X s l  2 3 4 A B C D E F G H  
43 19 13 13 14 5 0 1 1 8 9 1
The average utterance unit length was determined by ccxnputing the 
mean number of words in the utterance units of each speech and essay.
Thus, the length of the utterance units was determined by the number of 
words included in the unit.
16
At this point in the analysis, there were four papers which were 
labeled: Speeches Intended to Inform, Speeches Intended to Persuade,
Essays Intended to Inform, and Essays Intended to Persuade (Appendix F ) , 
Four lists on separate paper were then prepared which were 
labeled:
Research Question No. 1, Comparison of Form Classes, Function 
Words and Average Utterance Length for Persuasive Oral (PO) and 
Persuasive Written (PW);
Research Question No. 2, Comparison of Form Classes, Function 
Words and Average Utterance Length for Informative Oral (10) and 
Informative Written (IW);
Research Question No. 3, Comparison of Form Classes, Function 
Words and Average Utterance Length for Informative Oral (10) and 
Persuasive Written (PW);
Research Question No. 4, Comparison of Form Classes, Function 
Words and Average Utterance Length for Persuasive Oral (PO) and 
Informative Written (IW).
Two lists were also prepared for the corollary research questions
which were labeled:
Research Question No, 5, Comparison of Form Classes, Function 
Words and Average Utterance Length for Persuasive Oral (PO) and 
Informative Oral (I0)%
Research Question No, 6, Comparison of Form Classes, Function 
Words and Average Utterance Length for Persuasive Written (PW) 
and Infonœitive Written (IW),
To insure accuracy in analyzing the comparisons of differences, 
lists corresponding to the research questions were prepared. Contained 
in the lists were the totals for the form classes, function words and 
average utterance length. Columns were established comparing the fre­
quency counts for each transcribed speech and each essay (Appendix G)» 
For example, the list labeled Research Question No, 1, etc,, included 
the following data:
17
Noun
PO PW
Subject A 69 83
Subject B 43 81
Subject C 63 50
etco etc. etc.
This example indicated that subject A produced sixty-nine nouns in the
speech intended to persuade and eighty-three nouns in the essays intended
to persuade. Subject B produced forty-three nouns in the speech intended
to persuade, and eighty-one nouns in the essay intended to persuade
and fifty nouns in the essay intended to persuade. Similar comparisons
were protrayed for the other form classes, function words and average
utterance length.
These lists were submitted to the Computer Center at the University 
of Montana to determine if there were any significant differences between 
the oral and written style of the subjects. The statistical measure used 
was a t test.
There were fifty-two t tests computed for the first four research 
questions 5 thirteen to indicate differences in style of speeches intended 
to persuade; thirteen to indicate differences in style of speeches intended 
to inform and essays intended to inform; thirteen to indicate differences 
in style of speeches intended to inform and essays intended to persuade; 
and thirteen to indicate differences in style of speeches intended to 
persuade and essays intended to inform. There were also twenty-six t 
tests computed to determine if the differences found between the spoken 
and written style of the subjects was the result of preparing for in­
formative and persuasive speaking arid writing. There were thirteen t 
tests to indicate differences of style of speeches intended to persuade
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and speeches intended to inform, and thirteen t tests to indicate differ­
ences in style of essays intended to persuade and essays intended to 
informo The thirteen t tests in each of the above comparisons represented 
the four form classes, eight function words and the average utterance 
length. After computations, the following data were available on print 
outs for each of the seventy-eight t test comparisons: the speech and
essay, speech and speech, essay and essay being compared, number of 
subjects, total of form classes or function words, sum of the squares, 
mean score, standard deviation, standard error of the mean, standard
error of difference, t score, and degrees of freedom.
48Tables of t in Hays were used to determine if there were signif­
icant differences. The results of this analysis will be reported in 
Chapter III.
^^illiam L. Hays, Statistics for Psychologists (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1963), 674.
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS
Chapter III contains the results of t tests for average utterance 
length, form classes and function words. These results are portrayed 
in tables 1-13 indicating differences in style for the following compari­
sons: persuasive oral and persuasive written ; informative oral and
informative written; informative oral and persuasive written; persuasive 
oral and informative written. Also verbalized in this chapter are results 
of t tests comparing average utterance length, form classes, and function 
words for persuasive oral and informative oral; persuasive written and 
informative written style.
Results of t Tests for the First Four Research Questions 
Average Utterance Length 
Data on average utterance length are portrayed in Table 1 and 
indicates that written utterances were significantly longer for the 
first three comparisons. The fourth comparison was not statistically 
significant.
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TABLE 1
Comparisons of Average Utterance Length 
for Speeches and Essays*
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1.
Persuasive Oral 14.32 2.34 2.06926**
Persuasive Written 16.47 3.73
2o
Informative Oral 13,90 2.37 2.19518**
Informative Written 15.59 2.19
3o
Informative Oral 13.90 2.37 2.46184**
Persuasive Written 16.47 3.73
4o
Persuasive Oral 14.32 2.34 1.66169
Informative Written 15.59 2.22
'"The mean utterance length was based on the average number of words 
^^K p < o05)
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Nouns
Data on nouns is portrayed in Table 2 and indicates that the 
written style had more nouns in all four comparisons. However, none 
of the comparisons are statistically significant.
TABLE 2
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Nouns
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 66.11 11.12 1.73722
Persuasive Written 74.66 17.68
2 ,
Informative Orftl 65.50 10.68 1.67978
Informative Written 71.00 8.87
3.
Informative Oral 65.50 10.68 1,73863
Persuasive Written 74.66 17.68
4.
Persuasive Oral 66.11 11.12 1,45731
Informative Written 71.00 8.87
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Verbs
Data on verbs is portrayed in Table 3 and indicates that writing 
style had more verbs in three comparisons. In the fourth comparison 
there were more verbs in the oral style. Only the third comparison 
between informative oral and persuasive written indicates significance.
TABLE 3
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Verbs
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 
Persuasive Written
28,83 
30,66
5.33
7,66
,83292
2o
Informative Oral 
Informative Written
25,88
27,94
4,68
4,51
1.33938
3,
Informative Oral 
Persuasive Written
25.88
30.66
4,68
7.66
2,25654-
4,
Persuasive Oral 
Informative Written
28.83
27.94
5.33
4.51
.82204
(p<.05)
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Adjectives
Data on adjectives is portrayed in Table 4 and indicates that 
writing style has significantly more adjectives in the first three 
comparisons. The fourth comparison is not significant, although the 
writing style had more adjectives.
TABLE 4
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Adjectives
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 16.61 5.89 3.71240-
Persuasive Written 27,61 11.10
2 .
Informative Oral 14.27 5.23 2„64449-
Informative Written 20.72 8.91
3.
Informative Oral 14.27 5.23 4.12992-
Persuasive Written 27.61 11.10
4.
Persuasive Oral 16.61 5,89 1.63195
Informative Written 20.72 8.91
*(p<.05)
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Adverbs
Data on adverbs is portrayed in Table 5 and indicates that writing 
style had more adverbs in the first three comparisons. In the fourth 
comparison, the oral style had more adverbs. None of the comparisons 
were statistically significant.
TABLE 5
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences
of Group Means for Adverbs
Type of Standard
Speech and Essay Mean Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 12,33 7.46 .43578
Persuasive Written 13.22 4.37
2 .
Informative Oral 10.55 3.58 1.15381
Informative Written 11.94 3.63
3,
Informative Oral 10.55 3.58 2.0008
Persuasive Written 13.22 4,37
4,
Persuasive Oral 12.33 7.46 .19863
Informative Written 11,94 3.63
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Determiners
Data on determiners is portrayed in Table 6 and indicates that 
written style had significantly more determiners in all four comparisons
TABLE 6
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Determiners
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 24.44 7.17 3.97705*
Persuasive Written 35.66 9.58
2 .
Informative Oral 29.22 7.98 3o 24110*
Informative Written 38.27 8.75
3„
Informative Oral 29.22 7.98 2.19108*
Persuasive Written 35.66 9.58
4.
Persuasive Oral 24.44 7.17 5.18504*
Informative Written 38.27 8.75
(p<.05)
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Auxiliaries
Data on auxiliaries is portrayed in Table 7 and indicates that 
written style had more auxiliaries for the first three comparisons. 
Data on the fourth comparison indicates that oral style had more 
comparisons. None of the comparisons were statistically significant.
TABLE 7
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Auxiliaries
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
lo
Persuasive Oral 14,27 4,21 .20079
Persuasive Written 14.00 4,08
2 .
Informative Oral 13,72 6,36 ,54632
Informative Written 14,72 4.44
3c
Informative Oral 13.72 6,36 .14868
Persuasive Written 14,00 4,08
4,
Persuasive Oral 14.27 4.21 ,30798
Informative Written 14.72 4.44
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Negative Words
Data on negative words is portrayed in Table 8 and indicates 
that oral style had more negative words for the first, third and fourth 
comparisons. The second comparison indicates that the written style 
had more negative words. None of the differences were statistically 
significant.
TABLE 8
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of 3roup Means for Negative Words
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
lo
Persuasive Oral 2.22 1,80 .91827
Persuasive Written 1,72 1.44
2 ,
Informative Oral 1.88 2.02 .08995
Informative Written 1.94 1,66
3.
Informative Oral 1.88 2.02 .19161
Persuasive Written 1.72 1.44
4.
Persuasive Oral 2.22 1.80 .48099
Informative Written 1.94 1.66
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Intensifiera
Data on intensifiera is portrayed in Table 9 and indicates that 
written style had significantly more intensifiera for the second and 
third comparisons. Data on comparisons one and four indicates that 
oral style had more intensifiera; however, the differences were not 
statistically significant.
TABLE 9
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Intensifiers
—
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 2.66 2.16 .42902
Persuasive Written 2,38 1,68
2 .
Informative Oral 1.16 .98 2.08823*
Informative Written 2.05 1.51
3.
Informative Oral 1.16 .98 2.65642*
Persuasive Written 2.38 1.68
4.
Persuasive Oral 2.66 2.16 .98018
Informative Written 2.05 1.51
*(p< .05)
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Connectives
Data on connectives is portrayed in Table 10 and indicates that 
written style had more connectives for the first three comparisons. 
The fourth comparison indicates that oral style had more connectives. 
None of the differences were statistically significant.
TABLE 10
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Connectives
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 11.83 4.56 1.19066
Persuasive Written 13.72 4.98
2 .
Informative Oral 9.77 5.79 .62978
Informative Written 10.83 4.11
3.
Informative Oral 9.77 5.79 1.87876
Persuasive Written 13.72 4.98
4.
Persuasive Oral 11.83 4,56 .68985
Informative Written 10.83 4.11
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Prepositions
Data on prepositions is portrayed in Table 11 and indicates 
that written style had more prepositions for the four comparisons, 
None of the comparisons were statistically significant.
TABLE 11
Summary of t Tesfs for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Prepositions
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 20.94 7.16 1.53128
Persuasive Written 25.22 9.44
2 .
Informative Oral 20.27 5.46 1,71354
Informative Written 24.11 7.76
3.
Informative Oral 20.27 5.46 1.92313
Persuasive Written 25.22 9.44
4.
Persuasive Oral 20.94 7.16 1.27192
Informative Written 24.11 7.76
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Introductory Words 
Data on introductory words is portrayed in Table 12 and indicates 
that oral style had significantly more introductory words for the four 
comparisons.
TABLE 12
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Introductory Words
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 6.16 2.97 3,97135-
Persuasive Written 2,94 1,73
2 .
Informative Oral 5.61 2.74 3,54216-
Informative Written 3,00 1,49
3.
Informative Oral 5.61 2.74 3.48444%
Persuasive Written 2.94 1.73
4.
Persuasive Oral 6,16 2.97 4,03466%
Informative Written 3.00 1.49
^^(p<o05)
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Infinitives
Data on infinitives is portrayed in Table 13 and indicates that 
written style had more infinitives in the four comparisons. The 
differences were not statistically significant.
TABLE 13
Summary of t Tests for Testing Differences 
of Group Means for Infinitives
Type of 
Speech and Essay Mean
Standard
Deviation t Score
1 .
Persuasive Oral 3.16 2.35 1.05179
Persuasive Written 3.88 1.71
2 .
Informative Oral 3.66 2.61 .88921
Informative Written 4.33 1.81
3.
Informative Oral 3.66 2,61 .30191
Persuasive Written 3.88 1.71
4.
Persuasive Oral 3.16 2,35 1.66356
Informative Written 4.33 1.81
33
Results of t Tests for the Corollary Research Questions
Persuasive Oral and Informative Oral 
Data from the t Tests indicates there were no significant differ­
ences between persuasive oral and informative oral style for nouns, verbs, 
adjectives, adverbs, determiners, auxiliaries, negative words, connectives, 
prepositions, introductory words, infinitives, or average utterance length. 
There were significantly more intensifiers for persuasive oral style (p^.05) ,
Persuasive Written and Informative Written 
Data from the t tests indicates there were no significant differ­
ences between persuasive written and informative written style for nouns, 
verbs, adverbs, determiners, auxiliaries, negative words, intensifiers, 
connectives, prepositions, introductory words, infinitives, and average 
utterance length. There were significantly more adjectives for persuasive 
written style (p^.05).
The implications of these results will be discussed in Chapter Four.
CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY5 CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary 
Problem Area
A review of the literature indicated that previous research had 
not adequately identified differences between oral and written style.
The concept of utterance unit and the manner in which a unit is constructed 
seems to be particularly obscure. This study was conducted to measure 
form classes, function words and average utterance length contained in 
randomly selected utterances for the purpose of identifying differences 
in style between intended persuasive and informative speeches and essays.
Research Questions and Definitions
Four research questions were formulated:
(1) Will speeches prepared with the intention of persuading differ
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention
of informing?
(2) Will speeches prepared with the intention of informing differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of informing?
(3) Will speeches prepared with the intention of informing differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of persuading?
(4) Will speeches prepared with the intention of persuading differ
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention
of informing?
Two corollary research questions were asked. They were :
(5) Will speeches prepared with the intention of persuading differ 
significantly in style from speeches prepared with the intention 
of informing?
(6) Will essays prepared with the intention of persuading differ 
significantly in style from essays prepared with the intention 
of informing?
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Research questions five and six were posed to determine if the 
differences found between the speaking and writing were the result of 
preparing for informative and persuasive speaking and writing.
Operational definitions were proposed for the following terms: 
style, utterance unit, form classes, function words, speeches intended 
to inform and persuade, and essays intended to inform and persuade.
Subjects
Subjects were eighteen students enrolled in a University of 
Montana public speaking course. As part of their class assignments 
they prepared speeches and essays intended to inform and persuade.
Their speaking and writing schedule was adjusted to help control for 
the possibility of one student having more preparation time than another, 
and also to help equalize the possibility of influence in the speeches 
and essays. The speeches were approximately five minutes in length, 
and the essays were approximately three typewritten pages long.
Method
The essays were transcribed by a secretary with extensive training 
in transcription.
Five utterance units were randomly selected from the beginning, 
middle and end of each transcribed speech and each essay. This pro­
cedure gave a total of 1,080 utterance units to be analyzed. Words 
in the selected utterance units were classified as form classes or 
function words. These words were then recorded on a form used for 
analyses and totaling. Frequency counts of the form classes and 
function words were conducted. The average utterance unit was deter­
mined by computing the mean number of words in the utterance u^its of
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each speech and essay. Lists were prepared which corresponded to the 
research questions. Contained in the lists were the totals for the 
form classes, function words, and average utterance length. Columns 
were established comparing the frequency counts for each transcribed 
speech and essay. These lists with the columns were submitted to the 
computer center at the University of Montana to determine if there were 
any significant differences between oral and written style. The sta­
tistical measure used to test differences was the t test.
Results
Four initial and two corollary comparisons of the writing and 
speaking style of the subjects were made. The initial comparisons were 
between persuasive oral and persuasive written style; informative oral 
and informative written style; informative oral and persuasive written 
style; persuasive oral and informative written style. Results for form 
classes and function words in these comparisons indicated that no sig­
nificant differences were discovered in the four comparisons for nouns; 
significantly more verbs in written style for one comparison (informative 
oral-persuasive written); significantly more adjectives in written style 
for three comparisons (persuasive oral-persuasive written, informative 
oral-informative written, informative oral-persuasive written); no sig­
nificant differences in adverbs for the four comparisons; significantly 
more intensifiers in written style for two comparisons (informative oral- 
informative written, informative oral-persuasive written); no significant 
differences in prepositions for the four comparisons; significantly more 
introductory words in oral style for the four comparisons; no significant 
differences of infinitives for the four comparisons.
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The corollary comparisons were made between the subject's persuasive 
and informative oral, and persuasive and informative written style» Results 
indicated the use of significantly more intensifiers for persuasive oral 
than for informative oral style, and significantly more adjectives for 
persuasive written than for informative written style» There were no 
other significant differences for the form classes, function words, or 
average utterance length for these two comparisons.
Conclusions
The following tentative conclusions are suggested by the data:
(1) More nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, determiners, auxiliaries, 
intensifiers, prepositions, and infinitives were produced by
the subjects in their written style than in their oral style.
(2) The subjects produced more negative words and introductory words 
in oral style than in written.
(3) The average utterance length was longer for written style than 
for oral.
(4) Except for intensifiers and adjectives, there were no differences 
between persuasive oral and informative oral style, or between 
persuasive written and informative written style.
Implications
This study was conducted to investigate three elements that con­
tribute to the creation of utterances in oral and written style; form 
classes, function words, and average utterance length. It was felt that 
the findings were relevant primarily for research but may have some im­
plications for some speech communication courses.
The results indicated the subjects tended to produce more form 
classes and function words in their written style than in their oral.
The only two exceptions were negative and introductory words. In these 
two classes, the subjects produced more words in oral style. As there 
was no previous research discovered with which comparisons of form 
classes and function words could be made, it is felt that these
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findings contribute normative data for college students for these word 
classes »
The only other studies analyzing form classes and function words 
in a method similar to this study was the research conducted by Joseph
49DeVito. DeVito's findings agree with' this study concerning nouns and 
a d j e c t i v e s B o t h  studies report there were more nouns and adjectives
used in writing than in speaking. However, the results of this study
51 52 53indicated disagreement with DeVito for verbs, adverbs, intensifiers,
54and connectives. Verbs, adverbs, intensifiers, and connectives were 
discovered more in the written style of the subjects of this study, whereas 
in DeVito's study they were discovered more in the oral style. The dis­
parities in the disagreements may be explained by the type of subjects 
used. DeVito's subjects were four "skilled communicators,"^^ whereas 
this study employed eighteen unskilled communicators. The style (i.e., 
choice of linguistic features) apparently differed somewhat between the 
two groups of subjects. This suggests that further research be conducted 
employing "skilled" (i.e., well-known public figures) and "unskilled"
(i.e., beginning college speech students) communicators to help establish 
normative styles for both groups. If a norm can be established then it
49DeVito, In "Comprehension Factors," "A Linguistic Analysis," and 
"Psychogrammatical Features," discussed form classes and function words.
^^DeVito, "A Linguistic Analysis," 83.
^^Ibid. 
^^Ibid.
51DeVito, "Psychogrammatical Features," 127.
^^ibid.
^^DeVito's subjects were professors of speech at the University 
of Illinois.
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will be possible to explore the nature and causes of deviations from the 
norms. Teachers and researchers of contemporary public address may be 
able to recognize and/or point out deviations from what has been described 
as a "standard" style. They might also take into consideration the effect 
that normative style and/or deviations from the normative style may have 
on the audience of the intended communication. This would then be bene­
ficial in establishing what may be labeled a "good" or "bad" oral or 
written style.
Negative and introductory function words were produced more often 
in oral than in written style in this study. It is difficult to account 
for the differences in negative words; however, introductory words may 
have an explanation. In writing, the subjects had more time to encode 
(i.e., produce) the essay and would not have a tendency to run one 
utterance into another. In speaking, the subjects were under pressure 
to start the next utterance. The subjects may have found it more con­
venient to use similar words (e.g., but, and, and if, then, yet) for 
the beginning of the utterance than to begin with a noun or a determiner, 
e.g., the utterance, "...and this gives the person who is caught the 
feeling..." where an equivalent choice of linguistic features for written 
style could have been the utterance, "This give the person who is caught 
the feeling..." Another example would be the oral utterance "And then 
you narrow it down a little more..." An equivalent choice of linguistic 
features in writing could have been "You can narrow it down a little 
more..." Norms for negative words and introductory words should be 
explored in further research.
The other element this study investigated was average utterance 
length. For written style, the average utterance length was significantly
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longer than for oral. The findings of this study substantiate some 
previous research^^ and tend to disagree with other r e s e a r c h , T h e  
differences in results may be due to the type of subject encoding the 
message. Since the research in agreement with this study used the same 
type of subjects, it seems reasonable to conclude that written style of 
beginning college speech students had significantly longer average utter­
ance units than oral style. It would seem that two types of research 
might necessarily follow this study. One type of study could be sequential, 
in which the subject’s oral and written style would be measured through 
four years of college to determine whether the subjects continued to pro­
duce shorter utterance units in their oral style. The other type of study 
would explore the impact that using shorter oral utterance units has on 
an audience. While it is necessary to establish the norms for beginning 
college speech students, the ultimate critoerion for analysis should even­
tually become the effect a particular style has on the audience.
The definition of utterance unit in this study was somewhat different
than the definitions employed in previous research. However, the deflations
employed here seemed more reliable and workable than previous definitions.
Other definitions did not differentiate between speaking and writing, but
employed the same definition for both styles. The definition of utterance
58unit employed by Fries applied to oral but not written utterance units.
59Blankenship’s definition did not take into consideration possible
^^Radcliffe and DeMoux, 11; also, Gibson, et al,, 449,
^^DeVito, "Comprehension Factors," 127,
58Fries defines utterance unit as "any stretch of speech by one 
person before which there was silence on his part and after which there 
was also silence on his part," p, 25,
59Blankenship defines utterance unit as "any group of words func­
tioning in relation with a verb," p, 420.
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60variances in intonation contours, pitch or stress. Flesch's definition 
did not take into consideration oral utterance units. While the definiton 
of utterance unit employed in this study may have been more complicated 
and taken more time to use in the analysis, it differentiated between 
oral and written utterance units and provided some common ground for 
both styles.
This study was no designed to explore the differences between 
"persuading" and "informing." A study with tighter control on the 
preparation and design of informative and persuasive essays and speeches 
in relation to the effect they may have on an audience would give a 
clearer indication of any differences discovered. However, this data 
does provide some implications for future research. The two corollary 
research questions were added to this study to determine if the differences 
found in the speaking and Writing styles may have been due to the type of 
speech and essay prepared. The data indicated the only significant dif­
ference between the persuasive oral and informative oral was the use of 
intensifiers, Intensifiers, as defined in this study, patterned with 
adjectives and adverbs helped express different shades or degrees of 
meaning. As significantly more intensifiers were used by the subjects 
in persuasive oral style, this may be taken as an indication of how the 
subjects perceived persuasive speaking. The subjects may have felt that 
persuasion may occur with the use of words such as very, rather, some­
what, really, quite, more, most, etc. The data indicates that this was 
the only characteristic (with form classes and function words) which
^^Flesch provides the following instructions for the identification 
of a sentence; "Count as a sentence each unit of thought that is gram­
matically independent of another sentence or clause, if its end is marked 
by a period, question mark, exclamation point, semicolon, or colon," p. 3.
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distinguished between persuasive and informative speaking. Future re­
search may wish to consider the question: "Does the use of more intensifers
in speaking help persuade an audience?"
The only difference, indicated by the data, between persuasive and 
informative writing was adjectives. There were significantly more ad­
jectives used in persuasive written style. This result may also indicate 
the subject's only attempt at persuasion. It appears they perceived per­
suasive writing as using more adjectives. Future research may wish to 
consider the impact that adjectives have on an audience (i.e.. Does the 
use of more adjectives in writing help persuade a reader?).
The results of the two corollary comparisons should be taken into 
consideration when observing the differences found in this study between 
spoken and written style. The data on adjectives (Table 4) indicated 
there were significantly more adjectives used in written style for three 
comparisons. The differences found could have been the result of practice 
in preparing for an informative or persuasive speech or essay. The dif­
ferences for intensifiers (Table 9) indicated there were significantly 
more intensifiers in written style for two of the four comparisons. The 
differences found could have been the result of practice in preparing 
for an informative or persuasive speech or essay.
As indicated by the data in Table 14, the linguistic features most 
often chosen were nouns and words associated with nouns.
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TABLE 14
Percentages and Totals of Each Word Class Produced
Word
Class 1 2 3 4 A B C D E F G H
Total
Words
% 31.2 12.8 8,9 5.4 14,4 6.4 .87 .93 5,2 10.2 2.0 1,7 15,980
Total 4991 2040 1426 865 2297 1021 140 149 831 1630 319 319
oee page y i or jmoerpreraxxon oi symooxs.
See Chapter II for interpretation of symbols.
This table would indicate a tendency for the subjects’ overall 
style (written and oral combined) to be n o m i n a l . N o u n s  were chosen 
31.2% in both spoken and written style. This would tend to correlate 
with the second highest word class chosen by the subjects which was 
determiners (14.9%). Determiners normally preceded and patterned with 
nouns. As indicated by the definition of this studyj, "They signalled 
or clarified nouns" (p. 9). The next highest linguistic feature (i.e., 
word class) selected also correlated well with nouns to indicate a nomi­
nal style. Verbs (12,8%) usually followed a subject (noun) or preceded 
an object (also a noun). Preposition (10.2%) always had a noun patterning 
with them (e.g.. The boy sat on the rug). Adjectives (8.9%), like deter­
miners, preceded nouns (e.g., John is a smart boy) and usually described 
them. Adjectives also followed verbs and referred back to nouns (e.g..
He is smart). In addition to a nominal style, many subjects employed a 
verbal style. A verbal style includes more verbs, auxiliaries.
^^Rulon Wells used this term in "Nominal and Verbal Style," in 
Style in Language, ed. Thomas A. Sebeok (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1960), 283-92.
G^ibid.
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infinitives and adverbs. Further research may indicate the effect that 
a nominal or verbal style may have on an audience (i.e.. Would a particular 
audience be more receptive to a nominal or verbal style?). This would 
seem to have particular relevance for the teacher of English or speech.
The oral or written style (i.e., choice of linguistic features) of a 
speaker or writer may have to be adjusted to include the use of more 
nouns or noun-related words. The style, on the other hand, may have to 
be adjusted to include the use of verbs or verb-related words. This 
suggested adjustment could be an area of further research.
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APPENDIX A
Instructions for Preparing the Essay- 
Intended to Inform
The following instructions were given to the subjects concerning 
the essay intended to inform:
Purpose: To impart knowledge or explain a process or situation to your
reader.
Specific guidelines:
1, Try not to inject your opinion,
2, Do not attempt to make up the reader’s mind for him. The primary 
purpose is simply to tell your readers about something and let them
do the judging. The appeal here is intellectual rather than emotional. 
Try to arouse the curiosity of the r e a d e r b u t  not controversy,
3, Attempt to present ideas and facts that will be remembered by your 
readers. Write as though it would be corrected and graded by the 
other members of the speech class,
4, Write as though it will be read by a large audience, not just your 
instructor,
5, Take the attitude that what you are going to write is interesting 
and that the rest of the class is desirous of reading it.
6, You may want to develop the essay following the below listed steps:
a. Short initial summary or controlling itjea : This may be the one
main point you are going to write about or it may be three or 
four main points. Keep it short.
49
50
b. Detailed information: This should be related to and follow closely 
the points you have mentioned in the first step.
c . Final summary: You may want to tie together the information you 
have presented in parts. It could be a restatement of your main 
points along with any implications that may result.
Examples of informative situations:
a. Process: Separating cream, vulcanizing tires, making pottery^
b. Devices Slot machine, helicopter, railroad signals^
c. Quality-principle: logarithms, philosophical ideas of all types, 
economic theories, abstract concepts.
APPENDIX B
Instructions for Preparing the Essay 
Intendejd_j£o Persuade
The following instructions were given to the subjects concerning 
the essay intended to persuade;
Purpose: To attempt to convince your reader.
1. Write as though it will be read by a large audience, not just your 
instructor. Write as though it would be corrected and graded by 
other members of the class.
2. The appeal in your writing should be emotional. You would like to 
secure action because of this essay.
3. You may refer to your speech textbook and follow the structure set 
forth for the speech to persuade.
4. You would like to create a new attitude in the reader because of this 
essay. You would also like to reinforce an attitude in the reader 
because of this essay.
5. Take a position one way or the other. Back up the position with 
facts, examples and contrasts.
6. Keep some of the following points in mind when writing:
a. Striking phraseology;
b. Slogans;
c. Concreteness;
d. Vivid imagery.
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7. Remember that persuasion is largely a matter of making men want to 
believe in the position you have taken.
8. Possible steps to follow:
a. Start by getting the reader's full attention, possibly through one 
of the points listed in number six,
b. Develop it as much as you would a persuasive speech.
c. End with a possible call to action or one of the points listed in 
number six.
9. Examples of persuasive situations:
a. Debate propositions;
b. Campaign rallies (usually for speaking);
c. Public meetings or hearings (usually for speaking);
d. A lawyer defending his client (usually for speaking).
APPENDIX C
Writing and Speaking Schedule 
The class was divided into two groups. Group A and Group B„ The 
two groups were formed in the following manner. The names of all 
students in the class were listed. The names were then numbered con­
secutively starting with 00, A table of random numbers was used to 
select the members of each group. With eighteen students in the class, 
this meant there were nine students in each group. There were two 
rounds of speeches and essays. In roune one. Group A handed in their 
persuasive essays, and Group B handed in their informative essays; then 
one week later the students from Group A presented their persuasive 
speeches alternately with the students from Group B who presented their 
informative speeches.
In round two, the students from Group A presented their informative 
speeches alternately with students from Group B who presented their 
persuasive speeches. One week after their speeches, the students from 
Group A handed in their informative essays, and the students from Group 
B handed in their persuasive essays. The presenting of the informative 
and persuasive speeches alternately in two rounds, and rotating the 
essays from "hand in before" in the first round to "hand in after" in 
the second round helped control the problems of "time" and "influence," 
To help control for influence, the students were limited to one four-by= 
six notecard in presenting both types of speeches. This helped control 
the influence the essays may have had on the speeches as the students
presented their speeches without reading them from notes or cards,
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A complete speaking and writing schedule was then formulated; listed 
are each student's name, the group he was in, and the dates he presented 
his persuasive and informative speeches and essays. This schedule is
illustrated below.
Group A
Round No. 2 
Written Inform
Round No. 2 
Oral Inform
Round No. 1 
Written Persuade
Round No. 1 
Oral Persuade
1, Sulgrove May 2 April 25 April 11 April 18
2. Shiotsuka May 2 April 25 April 11 April 18
3. Mosness May 2 April 25 April 11 April 18
4. Robinson May 2 April 25 April 11 April 18
5. Streich May 9 May 2 April 16 April 23
6. Foust May 9 May 2 April 16 April 23
7. Seitz May 9 May 2 April 16 April 23
8. Parker May 9 May 2 April 16 April 23
9, Everson May 9 May 2 April 16 April 23
Group B
Round No. 1 
Written Inform
Round No. 1 
Oral Inform
Round No. 2 
Written Persuade
Round No o 2 
Oral Persuade
1. May April 11 April 18 May 2 April 25
2. Kieser April 11 April 18 May 2 April 25
3. Goldhahn April 11 April 18 May 2 April 25
4. Kensler April 11 April 18 May 2 April 25
5. Taylor April 16 April 23 May 9 May 2
6. Ely April 16 April 23 May 9 May 2
7. Olson April 16 April 23 May 9 May 2
8. Rogers April 16 April 23 May 9 May 2
9, Giacobazzi April 16 April 23 May 9 May 2
APPENDIX D
FORM FOR CLASSIFYING, TOTALING, AND ANALYZING
Units selectedUnits selected 
End Part
vertical-^
ECOi-iH-NO3rT&>
V
Units selected 
Middle Part
5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
1 %
T•x)o
CO
B
s:oI-!a.
3
rtfD
Ml
BnfD
g
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APPENDIX E
Four Examples of Transcribed Form Classes and Function Words
Persuasive Oral Ely
FORM FOR CLASSIFYING, TOTALING, AND ANALYZING
vertical-^
PCoI-i
NO3rtCu
Units selected Units selected Units selected
5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
1 G G 1 G G G 1 G 1 G G G 1 B 1
2 A 1 B G A D B G 2 4 1 1 2 1 2
1 1 5 2 A 1 4 B 1 F 1 3 2 4 2 3
F 1 A A 1 2 A 2 B 1 2 1 3 G 3 4
1 2 3 3 1 1 3 4 2 F A B 1 1 A 5
A F 1 1 2 1 F A 3 1 F F F 1 6
1 3 F B 2 A 1 1 4 1 1 3 7
A 1 1 1 A 1 A E E 1 A T ~ 8
1 F 4 E 1 F 1 4 1 2 3 9
F B 2 B F 1 F H 2 E 1 10
A 3 1 2 A E A 1 A A 4 11
1 1 F 1 1 3 1 d 1 F 12
B 1 E 2 3 F 3 2 1 13
2 F A 1 1 3 1 A 1 14
4 A 1 A 3 F D B 15
F 1 E 3 1 A 3 B 16
A B 3 1 1 1 H 17
1 2 1 F 1 18
F 2 A A 19
A 4 1 1 20
1 E E F 4
1 2 2 1 22
2 2 1 23
1 A F 24
A 3 A 25
1 1 1 26
F 27
A 28
1 29
F 30 1
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FORM f o r c l a s s i f y i n g , TOTALING, AND ANALYZING 
Informative Oral Ely
Units selected Units selected Units selected
vertical^
PCo
H-NOP
rtD)
1
5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
4 G 1 G G 4 G G G G 1 1 G G 1
1 1 2 1 1 B 4 1 A 2 2 2 2 4 \ 2
2 2 A 2 B 1 1 1 1 4 A 1 A 1 F 3
D 1 3 B 2 1 2 2 1 F 1 3 B A 4
4 1 1 2 A 2 2 A F 1 2 1 5
1 4 3 A 4 1 3 4 A 1 6
2 3 1 3 A 1 1 F 3 B 7
4 F 1 3 2 1 1 1 2 8
C A H 1 1 2 4 4 9
1 1 A F C F F 10
3 1 3 A 3 11
1 2 3 1 1 12
1 1 E 13
4 1 14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
57
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vertical-^
PConH-NOortfu
\k
FORM FOR CLASSIFYING, TOTALING, AND ANALYZING 
Informative Written Ely
Units selected 
End Part
Units selected Units selected 
Beeinnine Part
5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
F G F 1 A 4 1 1 A A 1 G A G A 1
A A 1 2 A A 2 B 1 3 2 A 3 1 1 2
1 3 3 A 1 3 A B F 1 4 1 1 2 E 3
F 1 3 1 C 1 1 2 A F F 4 2 F 2 4
1 B 1 F 2 B F 4 4 1 1 A 1 A F 5
F 4 F A F H A F 3 2 1 F 1 1 6
1 2 A 4 A 2 1 A 1 A F A E F 7
1 4 1 3 3 A 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 8
2 A 1 1 1 1 F 4 1 A B F B B 9
A 3 2 1 2 F 3 E 3 4 A B 4 10
H 1 1 2 A A 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 11
1 1 F 3 1 4 F 1 E 12
H 2 A 1 2 A 2 1 13
A A 1 A 3 2 14
3 1 3 3 1 15
3 1 3 1 1 16
1 H 1 1 17
F E 18
A 1 19
1 20
F 21
A 22
3 23
1 24
E 25
A 26
3 27
1 28
F 29
A 30
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FORM FOR CLASSIFYING. TOTALING, AND ANALYZING
Persuasive Written Ely
vertical-^
33o
l-fr-N
§rt03
Units selected 
End Part
Units selected 
Middle Part
Units selected 
Beginning Part
5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
F G A 4 1 G 1 G C 4 A 1 4 G 1 1
A 1 1 2 2 A 4 2 A 1 1 F D 1 F 2
1 F B 1 A A A 3 2 1 4 A 3 2 A 3
4 A 4 B A 1 4 1 A 2 2 1 1 1 1 4
1 1 2 C 1 F 3 B 1 F F 1 2 1 B 5
2 F A B E A 1 2 1 B 1 2 1 2 2 6
2 A A B 1 1 E 1 A 1 4 4 2 1 H 7
1 3 1 2 2 2 1 F 3 B 1 E A 2 A 8
F 1 F F 1 F F A 3 D 2 A 3 3 3 9
A A A A A 3 3 1 4 1 1 1 F 1 10
1 1 1 1 3 1 1 H 2 F F A D 11
1 B F E 1 B 1 A 1 A A 3 4 ' 12
B 2 A B H F 3 F 1 1 1 13
2 B 1 C 3 1 1 1 F B 14
1 2 2 F 1 F A C 15
A 3 D A A A 3 D 16
3 E 4 1 3 3 3 4 17
1 3 F F 1 1 1 2 18
E 1 A A 2 E A 19
2 E 3 3 F A 1 20
1 B 1 1 1 1 2 21
F 2 F F 1 22
1 A A 1 2 23
1 1 H A 24
F F 3 25
A 1 E % "
1 F 1 È7
1 2 28
29
3-1 30 1
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APPENDIX F
Total of Essays and Speeches
Intended to Persuade and Inform
PART I
Totals of Essays Intended to Persuade
Student Form Classes and Function Words* AULf
1 2 3 4 A B C D E F G H
E. 83 32 27 13 46 14 4 5 10 33 4 3 18.33
Ev. 81 31 24 17 37 17 3 5 15 17 4 3 17.06
F. 50 26 16 12 22 17 0 1 6 16 5 4 11.60
Gia. 56 25 21 12 20 10 0 1 15 17 1 1 12.20
Gol« 86 39 34 13 41 15 0 2 11 29 5 4 18.73
Ken » 96 25 36 6 49 12 1 1 16 38 0 5 19.20
Kie. 104 48 67 20 33 16 5 2 22 40 2 5 23,93
M. 77 33 21 12 51 17 2 3 19 22 3 3 18.06
Mos, 57 20 24 15 33 16 1 2 8 21 1 7 14.06
01. 103 42 27 21 45 23 2 2 21 44 2 8 23.26
Par. 85 24 30 15 41 10 2 5 19 36 1 4 19,33
Rob, 75 39 30 17 34 16 1 3 11 19 5 3 16.20
Rog. 51 26 21 10 24 12 1 3 9 17 1 3 11,93
Sei. 57 28 27 12 29 7 2 2 18 14 5 4 12,87
Shi. 67 32 20 12 27 18 3 1 13 16 2 1 14,26
Str. 91 36 28 7 45 7 3 5 16 29 3 4 18.60
Sul, 56 24 24 18 26 11 1 0 6 23 5 4 13.40
Tay. 69 22 20 6 39 14 0 0 12 23 4 4 13,54
*The symbol for each is used due to lack of space 
-“-^Average Utterance Length
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PART II
Totals of Essays Intended to Inform
Student Form Classes and Function Words' AUL-"-
1 2 3 4 A B C B E F G H
E. 68 24 20 12 40 8 1 0 6 25 3 3 14,00Ev, 56 27 23 10 31 18 2 2 6 20 5 8 13 o 46F, 65 24 21 11 27 10 3 0 8 18 2 4 12,93
Gia o 69 21 18 5 43 15 0 1 6 36 2 3 14,66
Gol, 74 25 15 7 39 7 1 1 10 40 1 2 16,40
Ken, 70 29 12 15 49 23 1 2 14 23 4 5 17,53
Kie, 70 25 33 14 37 11 4 2 12 27 4 8 16 o 66
M, 78 30 24 8 50 17 0 2 15 23 1 3 17,46
Mos, 61 29 14 10 27 14 2 4 9 16 5 3 12,93
01, 93 25 44 15 40 16 2 2 17 39 1 3 19,60
Par. 70 29 13 15 41 11 3 1 13 15 4 6 14,06
Rob, 78 38 15 16 49 14 1 2 10 24 4 5 17,06
Rog, 61 27 7 10 22 20 3 1 11 12 4 5 12,20
Sei „ 81 33 23 19 49 16 0 5 19 21 2 6 18,40
Shi, 62 22 15 9 37 10 4 5 5 25 4 2 13,33
Str, 75 36 18 15 39 17 6 4 7 20 5 3 15,73
Sul, 79 29 32 10 44 19 2 2 12 28 2 5 17,93
Tay. 68 30 26 14 25 19 0 1 15 22 1 4 16,06
*The symbol for each is used due to lack of space.
-îHî-Average Utterance Length
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PART III
Total of Speeches Intended to Inform
Student Form Classe s and Function Words"' AUL-«--
1 2 3 4 A B C B E F G H
E. 43 19 13 13 14 5 0 1 1 8 9 1 8.6
Ev. 58 25 11 5 35 19 5 1 5 20 4 0 13^20
F. 63 25 15 6 24 14 5 0 4 18 9 5 12.60
Gia. 68 29 16 8 29 5 0 1 13 23 4 2 13,33
Gol. 61 24 11 7 28 9 0 1 7 13 2 2 12.33
Ken. 68 21 19 5 34 17 2 0 4 28 1 4 14.33
Kie. 50 21 14 14 29 12 3 3 8 19 4 6 13.20
M. 66 34 17 9 46 25 2 1 25 27 4 6 19,33
Mos. 60 24 27 11 23 10 3 1 11 19 3 7 13.60
01, 68 29 11 11 25 9 0 1 9 23 6 2 12.93
Par, 80 29 16 10 28 19 4 1 7 24 7 6 15,86
Rob : 67 27 17 19 26 14 1 3 10 17 8 5 14.60
Rog. 60 27 14 11 29 9 0 1 12 16 10 2 12,93
Sei. 66 30 4 12 25 21 1 0 11 26 7 2 13,80
Shi, 64 21 11 11 40 10 0 3 7 24 5 2 13,46
Str. 69 35 8 15 23 27 6 2 18 13 10 10 16.33
Sul. 97 27 22 11 44 10 0 0 17 26 4 1 17,93
Tay. 62 19 11 12 24 12 2 1 7 21 4 3 11,93
*The symbol for each is used due tp lack of space
'-■̂ Average Utterance Length
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PART IV
Totals of Speeches Intended to Persuade
Student Form Classes1 and Function Words'^ AUL-:™
1 2 3 4 A B C D E F G H
E, 69 23 20 10 33 10 1 3 10 27 9 2 15.46
Ev. 43 20 11 4 16 11 4 0 5 18 7 2 9.53
F. 63 32 12 8 29 22 1 0 15 22 5 4 15.13
Gia. 63 26 13 9 22 10 1 1 9 20 5 1 12.06
Gol « 69 30 14 5 26 9 2 2 11 20 3 1 13.00
Ken. 75 28 10 9 17 19 1 4 9 24 5 9 14.33
Kie, 51 18 32 7 19 9 6 0 8 13 6 0 11.46
M. 68 35 18 10 29 20 0 5 20 14 9 7 16.00
Mos. 60 23 27 8 33 16 3 4 6 29 0 2 14.26
01. 59 33 14 12 20 10 4 3 8 10 4 2 12.06
Par, 91 36 19 17 30 17 5 1 14 35 9 3 18.93
Rob. 69 29 19 22 19 12 1 4 9 23 4 4 14.66
Rog. 64 29 8 31 18 19 4 0 14 15 12 7 15.06
Sei. 62 31 19 11 17 12 2 4 14 18 6 2 13.26
Shi. 85 37 15 11 38 18 2 7 18 26 7 4 17.86
Str. 65 26 15 11 20 15 3 3 12 23 t 3 14.20
Sul. 75 31 19 28 35 16 0 1 10 31 4 2 17.26
Tay. 59 32 14 9 19 12 0 6 21 9 11 2 13.30
*The symbol for each is used due to lack of space
**Average Utterance Length
APPENDIX G
Comparisons of Form Classes, Function Words 
and Average Utterance Length Analyzed for differences
by the Computer
PART I
Comparison of
Form Classes, Function Words and Average Utterance Length 
for Persuasive Oral (PO) and Persuasive Written (PW)
PO PW PO PW PO PW PO PW PO PW PO PW
Nouns Verbs Adji o Adv. Det o Aux.
69 83 23 32 20 27 10 13 33 46 10 14
43 81 20 31 11 24 4 17 16 37 11 17
63 50 32 26 12 16 8 12 29 22 22 17
63 56 26 25 13 21 9 12 22 20 10 10
69 86 30 39 14 34 5 13 26 41 9 15
75 96 28 25 10 36 9 6 17 49 19 12
51 104 18 48 32 67 7 20 19 33 9 16
68 77 35 33 18 21 10 12 29 51 20 17
60 57 23 20 27 24 8 15 33 33 16 16
59 103 33 42 14 27 12 21 20 45 10. 23
91 85 36 24 19 30 17 15 30 41 17 10
69 75 29 39 19 30 22 17 19 34 12 16
64 51 29 26 8 21 31 10 18 24 19 12
62 57 31 28 19 27 11 12 17 29 12 7
85 67 37 32 15 20 11 12 38 27 18 18
65 91 26 36 15 28 11 7 20 45 15 7
75 56 31 24 19 24 28 18 35 26 16 11
59 69 33 22 14 20 9 6 19 39 12 14
64
65
PART I (continued)
PO PW 
Neg.
PO PW 
Ints.
PO PW 
Conn.
PO PW 
Prep.
PO PW 
Intr.
PO PW 
Inf.
1 4 3 5 10 10 27 33 9 4 2 3
4 3 0 5 5 15 18 17 7 4 2 3
1 0 0 1 15 6 22 16 5 5 4 4
1 0 1 1 9 15 20 17 5 1 1 1
2 0 2 2 11 11 20 29 3 5 1 4
1 1 4 1 9 16 24 38 5 0 9 5
6 5 0 2 8 22 13 40 6 2 0 5
0 2 5 3 20 19 14 22 9 3 7 3
3 1 4 2 6 8 29 21 0 1 2 7
4 2 3 2 8 21 10 44 4 2 2 8
5 2 1 5 14 19 35 36 9 1 3 4
1 1 4 3 9 11 23 19 4 5 4 3
4 1 0 3 14 9 15 17 12 1 7 3
2 2 4 2 14 18 18 14 6 5 2 4
2 3 7 1 18 13 26 16 7 2 4 1
3 3 3 5 12 16 23 29 5 3 3 4
0 1 1 0 10 6 31 23 4 5 2 4
0 0 6 0 21 12 9 23 11 4 2 4
Average Utterance Length
PO PW
15.46 18.33
9.53 17.06
15.13 11.60
12.06 12.20
13.00 18.73
14.33 19.20
11.46 23.93
16.00 18.06
14.26 14.06
12.06 23.26
18.93 19.33
14.66 16.20
15.06 11.93
13.26 12.87
17.86 14.26
14.20 18.60
17.26 13.40
13.30 13.53
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PART II
Comparison of
Form Classes, Function Words and Average Utterance Length 
for Informative Oral (lO) and Informative Written (IW)
10 IW 10 IW 10 IW 10 IW 10 IW 10 IW
Nouns Verbs Adj » Adv. Det Aux.
43 68 19 24 13 20 13 12 14 40 5 8
58 56 25 27 11 23 5 10 35 31 19 18
63 65 25 24 15 21 6 11 24 27 14 10
68 69 29 21 16 18 8 5 29 43 5 15
61 74 24 25 11 15 7 7 28 39 9 7
68 70 21 29 19 12 5 15 34 49 17 23
59 70 21 25 14 33 14 14 29 37 12 11
66 78 34 30 17 24 9 8 46 50 25 17
60 61 24 29 27 14 11 10 23 27 10 14
68 93 29 25 11 44 11 15 25 40 9 16
80 70 29 29 16 13 10 15 28 41 19 11
67 78 27 38 17 15 19 16 26 49 14 14
60 61 27 27 14 7 11 10 29 22 9 20
66 81 30 33 4 23 12 19 25 49 21 16
64 62 21 22 11 15 11 9 40 37 10 10
69 75 35 36 8 18 15 15 23 39 27 17
97 79 27 29 22 32 11 10 44 44 10 19
62 68 19 30 11 26 12 14 24 25 12 19
Neg. Ints. Conn o Prep. Intr. Inf.
0 1 1 0 1 6 8 25 9 3 1 3
5 2 1 2 5 6 20 20 4 5 9 8
5 3 0 0 4 i 18 18 9 2 5 4
0 0 1 1 13 6 23 36 4 2 2 3
0 1 1 1 7 10 13 40 2 1 2 2
2 1 0 2 4 14 28 23 1 4 4 5
3 4 3 2 8 12 19 27 4 4 6 8
2 0 1 2 25 15 27 23 4 1 6 3
3 2 1 4 11 9 19 16 3 5 7 3
0 2 1 2 9 17 23 39 6 1 2 3
4 3 1 1 7 13 24 15 7 4 6 6
1 1 3 2 10 10 17 24 8 4 5 5
0 3 1 1 12 11 16 12 10 4 2 5
1 0 0 5 11 19 26 21 7 2 2 6
0 4 3 5 7 5 24 25 5 4 2 2
6 6 2 4 18 7 13 20 10 5 10 3
0 2 0 2 17 12 26 28 4 2 1 5
2 0 1 1 7 15 21 22 4 1 3 4
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Average Utterance Length
10 IW
8 o6 14.00
13.20 13.46
12.60 12.93
13.33 14.66
12,33 16.40
14.33 17.53
13.20 16.66
19,33 17.46
13.60 12.93
12.93 19.60
15.86 14.06
14.60 17.06
12.93 12.20
13.80 18.40
13.46 13.33
16.33 15.73
17.93 17.93
11,93 16.06
PART III 
Comparison of
Form Classes5 Function Words and Average Utterance Length 
for Informative Oral (lO) and Persuasive Written (PW)
10 PW 10 PW 10 PW 10 PW 10 PW 10 PW
Nouns Vert15 Adj. Adv. Det o Aux.
43 83 19 32 13 27 13 13 14 46 5 14
58 81 25 31 11 24 5 17 35 37 19 17
63 50 25 26 15 16 6 12 24 22 14 17
68 56 29 25 16 21 8 12 29 29 5 10
61 86 24 39 11 34 7 13 28 41 9 15
68 96 21 25 19 36 5 6 34 49 17 12
59 104 21 48 14 67 14 20 29 33 12 16
66 77 34 33 17 21 9 12 46 51 25 17
60 57 24 20 27 24 11 15 23 33 10 16
68 103 29 42 11 27 11 21 25 45 9 23
80 85 29 24 16 30 10 15 28 41 19 10
67 75 27 39 17 30 19 17 26 34 14 16
60 51 27 26 14 21 11 10 29 24 9 12
66 57 30 28 4 27 12 12 25 29 21 7
64 67 21 32 11 20 11 12 40 27 10 18
69 91 35 36 8 28 15 7 23 45 27 7
97 56 27 24 22 24 11 18 44 26 10 11
62 69 19 22 11 20 12 6 24 39 12 4
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PART III (continued)
10 PW
Nego
10 PW 
Ints o
10 PW 
Conn,
10 PW 
Prep,
10 PW 
Intr,
10 PW 
Inf,
0 4 1 5 1 10 8 33 9 4 1 3
5 3 1 5 5 15 20 17 4 4 0 3
5 0 0 1 4 6 18 16 0 5 5 4
0 0 1 1 13 15 23 17 4 1 2 1
0 0 1 2 7 11 13 29 2 5 2 4
2 1 0 1 4 16 28 38 1 0 4 5
3 5 3 2 8 22 19 40 4 2 6 5
2 2 1 3 25 19 27 22 4 3 6 3
3 1 1 2 11 8 19 21 3 1 7 7
0 2 1 2 9 21 23 44 6 2 2 8
4 2 1 5 7 19 24 36 7 1 6 4
1 1 3 3 10 11 17 19 8 5 5 3
0 1 1 3 12 9 16 17 10 1 2 3
1 2 0 2 11 18 26 14 7 5 2 4
0 3 3 1 7 13 24 16 5 2 2 1
6 3 2 5 18 16 13 29 10 3 10 4
0 1 0 0 17 6 26 23 4 5 1 4
2 0 1 0 7 12 21 23 4 4 3 4
Average Utterance Length
10 PW
8.6 18,33
13,20 17,06
12,60 11,60
13,33 12,20
12,33 18,73
14,33 19,20
13.20 23,90
19,33 18,06
13,60 14,06
12,93 23,26
15,86 19,33
14.60 16,20
12.93 11,93
13,80 12,87
13,46 14,26
16,33 18,60
17,93 13,40
11,93 13,53
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PART IV
Comparison of
Form Classes, Function Words and Average Utterance Length 
for Persuasive Oral (PC) apd Informative Written (IW)
PO IW PO IW PO IW PO IW PO IW PO IW
Nouns Verbs Adj o Adv•o Bet Aux
69 68 23 24 20 20 10 12 33 40 10 8
43 56 20 27 11 23 4 10 16 31 11 18
63 65 32 24 12 21 8 11 29 27 22 10
63 69 26 21 13 18 9 5 22 43 10 15
69 74 30 25 14 15 5 7 26 39 9 7
75 70 28 29 10 12 9 15 17 49 19 23
51 70 18 25 32 33 7 14 19 37 9 11
68 78 35 30 18 24 10 8 29 59 29 17
60 61 23 29 27 14 8 10 33 27 16 14
59 93 33 25 14 44 12 15 20 40 10 16
91 70 36 29 19 13 17 15 30 41 17 11
69 78 29 38 19 15 22 16 19 49 12 14
64 61 29 27 8 7 31 10 18 22 19 20
62 81 31 33 19 23 11 19 17 49 12 16
85 62 37 22 15 15 11 9 38 37 18 10
65 75 26 36 15 18 11 15 20 39 15 17
75 79 31 29 19 32 28 10 35 44 16 19
59 68 32 30 14 26 9 14 19 25 12 19
Neg„________Ints „________Conn.________Prep.________Intr._________Inf.
1 1 3 0 10 6 27 25 9 3 2 3
4 2 0 2 5 6 18 20 7 5 2 8
1 3 0 0 15 8 22 18 5 2 4 4
1 0 1 1 9 6 20 36 5 2 1 3
2 1 2 1 11 10 20 40 3 1 1 2
1 1 4 2 9 14 24 23 5 4 9 5
6 4 0 2 8 12 13 27 6 4 0 8
0 0 5 2 20 15 14 23 9 1 7 3
3 2 4 4 6 9 29 16 0 5 2 3
4 2 3 2 8 17 10 39 4 1 2 3
5 3 1 1 14 13 35 15 9 4 3 6
1 1 4 2 9 10 23 24 4 4 4 5
4 3 0 1 14 11 15 12 12 4 7 5
2 0 4 5 14 19 18 21 6 2 2 6
2 4 7 5 18 5 26 25 7 4 4 2
3 6 3 4 12 7 23 20 5 5 3 3
0 2 1 2 10 12 31 28 4 2 2 5
0 0 6 1 21 15 9 22 11 1 2 4
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Average Utterance Length
PO IW
15.46 14.00
9,53 13.46
15.13 12.93
12.06 14.66
13.00 16.40
14.33 17.53
11.46 16.66
16.00 17.46
14.26 12.93
12.06 19.60
18.93 14.06
14.66 17.06
15,06 12.20
13.26 18.40
17,86 13.33
14.20 15.73
17.26 17.93
13.30 16.06
